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NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910 

[Given  pursuant:  to  section  4  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910] 

951.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Arsenate  of  Calcium."  U.  S.  \.  The 
A.  Wilhelm  Co.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine  $225.     (I.  &  F.  No.  3109.  Dora. 
Nos.  16071,  16290,  16291.) 
On  February  5,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
The  A.  Wilhelm  Company,  a  corporation,  Reading,  Pa.,  alleging  shipment  by 
said  company,  in  various  consignments,  namely,  on  or  about  June  29  and  No- 
vember 1,  1920,  respectively,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of 
Louisiana,  and  on  or  about  December  3,  1920,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania 
into  the  State  of  Texas,  of  quantities  of  "  Arsenate  of  Calcium,"  which  was 
an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  in  the  information  with  respect  to  a  portion  of 
the  article  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 

"Calcium  Arsenate  (not  less  than)  71.0% 

Inert  Ingredients    (not  more  than)  29.0% 

Total  Arsenic  (as  metallic)  (not  less  than)  27.3% 

Arsenic  Oxide  (As2  05)  (not  less  than)  42.0%  " 

borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons,  barrels  and  drums  containing  the  said 
article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained 
calcium  arsenate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  71  per  cent,  that  it  contained 
total  arsenic,  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
27.3  per  cent,  that  it  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
42  per  cent,  and  that  it  contained  inert  ingredients,  i.  e.,  substances  which  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than 
29  per  cent ;  whereas,  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  said  professed 
standard  and  quality  in  that  it  contained  less  than  71  per  cent  of  calcium  arse- 
nate, it  contained  less  than  27.3  per  cent  of  total  arsenic,  expressed  as  metallic 
arsenic,  it  contained  less  than  42  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxide,  and  it  contained 
more  than  29  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  said  portion  for  the  reason  that 
the  above  quoted  statements  borne  on  the  said  labels  were  false  and  misleading 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained 
calcium  arsenate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  71  per  cent,  that  it  con- 


1  Free  distribution  will  be  limited  to  firms,  establishments,  and  journals  especially  con- 
cerned. Others  desiring  copies  may  obtain  them  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
Government  Printing-  Office,  Washington,  D.  C,  at  5  cents  each. 
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tained  total  arsenic,  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  the  proportion  of  not 
less  than  27.3  per  cent,  that  it  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  the  proportion  of  not 
less  than  42  per  cent,  and  that  it  contained  inert  ingredients  in  the  proportion 
of  not  more  than  29  per  cent ;  whereas,  it  contained  less  than  71  per  cent  of 
calcium  arsenate,  it  contained  less  than  27.3  per  cent  of  total  arsenic,  ex- 
pressed as  metallic  arsenic,  it  contained  less  than  42  per  cent  of  arsenic 
oxide,  and  it  contained  more  than  29  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  remainder  of  the  article  for  the 
reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit. 


"Calcium  Arsenate  (not  less  than)   70.09c 

Total  Arsenic  Pentoxide  (not  less  than)   40.0% 

Total  Metallic  Arsenic  (not  less  than)   2G.  0% 

Inert  Ingredients  (not  more  than)   30.0%  " 


borne  on  the  drums  and  barrels  containing  the  said  portion,  represented  that 
its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  calcium  arsenate  in  the 
proportion  of  not  less  than  70  per  cent,  that  it  contained  total  arsenic  pentoxide 
in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  40  per  cent,  that  it  contained  total  metallic 
arsenic  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  26  per  cent,  and  that  it  contained 
inert  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  30  per  cent;  whereas,  its 
strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that 
it  contained  less  than  70  per  cent  of  calcium  arsenate,  it  contained  less  than  40 
per  cent  of  arsenic  pentoxide,  it  contained  less  than  2(3  per  cent  of  total  metallic 
arsenic,  and  it  contained  more  than  30  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  said  remainder  of  the  article 
for  the  reason  that  the  statements  quoted  in  the  next  preceding  paragraph,  ap- 
pearing on  the  labels  of  the  said  article,  were  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason 
of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  calcium  arsenate 
in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  70  per  cent,  that  it  contained  total  arsenic 
pentoxide  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  40  per  cent,  that  it  contained  total 
metallic  arsenic  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  26  per  cent,  and  that  it  con- 
tained inert  ingredients,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  30  per  cent : 
whereas,  the  said  article  contained  less  than  70  per  cent  of  calcium  arsenate, 
it  contained  less  than  40  per  cent  of  total  arsenic  pentoxide.  it  contained  les- 
than  26  per  cent  of  total  metallic  arsenic,  and  it  contained  more  than  30  per 
cent  of  inert  ingredients. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit. 
"  We  guarantee  the  Arsenate  of  Calcium  contained  in  this  package  to  meet  gov- 
ernment specifications  *  *  *  ",  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  drums  and 
barrels  containing  a  portion  of  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mis- 
lead the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  did  meet  the  gov- 
ernment specifications :  whereas,  it  did  not. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  a  portion  of  the  article  for  the 
reason  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  combination  or  combinations  thereof,  and 
in  water-soluble  form,  and  the  amount  of  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form,  ox- 
pressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  was  not  stated  on  each  or  any  label 
borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  drums  and  barrels  containing  the  said 
article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  a  portion  of  the  article  for  the 
further  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "Arsenic  Pentoxide  Water  Soluble 
(not  more  than)  three-fourths  of  one  per  cent,"  borne  on  the  labels,  was  false 
and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  it  represented  that  the 
article  contained  water  soluble  arsenic  pentoxide  in  a  proportion  of  not  more 
than  three-fourths  of  one  per  cent;  whereas,  the  said  article  in  certain  of  the 
said  drums  and  barrels  contained  more  than  three-fourths  of  one  per  cent  of 
water  soluble  arsenic  pentoxide. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  article  contained  in  certain 
drums  and  barrels  for  the  reason  that  it  was  intended  for  use  as  a  dust  on 
vegetation,  to  wit,  the  cotton  plant,  and  it  contained  a  substance  or  substances 
which,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  injurious  to  such  vegetation. 

On  April  2,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $225. 

Howard  M.  Gore. 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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952.  Misbranding  of  "Amco  Odorless  Chloride  Solution."  TJ.  S.  v.  Asso- 
ciated Manufacturers  Co.,  Inc.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine  $150.  (I.  & 
F.  No.  1240.    Dom.  No.  17891.) 

On  October  10,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Wisconsin,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
the  Associated  Manufacturers  Company,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  Milwaukee,  Wis., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Inseticide  Act  of  1910, 
on  or  about  April  3,  1923,  from  the  State  of  Wisconsin  into  the  State  of  Michi- 
gan of  a  quantity  of  "Amco  Odorless  Chloride  Solution,"  which  was  a  mis- 
branded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Kills  The  Odor.  *  *  *  A  cupful  of  Amco  Odor- 
less '  in  a  pail  of  water  will  be  found  useful  to  sprinkle  the  floors  of  your 
factory,  thereby  lessening  the  dangers  of  the  spreading  of  disease,  especially 
tuberculosis  *  *  *  Saturate  woolen  cloths  or  rags  with  full  strength 
'Amco  Odorless '  and  hang  it  up  in  the  toilet  room  and  at  convenient  point 
in  factory  or  school  room.  The  gradual  evaporation  of  'Amco  Odorless '  will 
help  purify  the  air.  Put  a  small  amount  of  'Amco  Odorless '  with  water,  in 
your  cuspidors  as  an  additional  safeguard.  A  daily  attention  to  the  foregoing 
suggestions  and  the  use  of  'Amco  Odorless '  will  help  purify  the  atmosphere  of 
your  building"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  jugs  containing  the  article, 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article 
was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  repre- 
sented that  the  said  article  would  kill  all  odors,  and  that,  when  used  as 
directed,  it  would  lessen  the  dangers  of  the  spread  of  disease  in  factories, 
would  help  purify  the  air  in  toilet  rooms,  factories  and  school  rooms,  would 
help  purify  the  atmosphere  of  buildings,  and  would  act  as  an  effective  disin- 
fectant in  cuspidors;  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  would  not  kill 
all  odors,  and,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  lessen  the  dangers  of  the 
spread  of  disease  in  factories,  would  not  help  purify  the  air  in  toilet  rooms, 
factories  and  school  rooms,  would  not  help  purify  the  atmosphere  of  buildings, 
and  would  not  act  as  an-  effective  disinfectant  in  cuspidors. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  sodium  chloride,  which  said 
inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name 
and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  so 
present  therein,  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or 
any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  jugs  containing  the  said  article ;  nor,  in 
lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  sub- 
stance or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein, 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  On  the  said 
jugs. 

On  October  13,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $150. 

Howaed  M.  Goee, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

953.  Misbranding  of  "  Forinachlor."  U.  S.  v.  Associated  Manufacturers 
Co.,  Inc.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine  $150.  (F.  &  D.  No.  1234.  Dom. 
No.  17890.) 

On  October  10,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Wisconsin,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
the  Associated  Manufacturers  Company,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  Milwaukee,  Wis., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910, 
on  or  about  April  3,  1923,  from  the  State  of  Wisconsin  into  the  State  off 
Michigan,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Formachlor,"  which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  to  wit,  "  *  *  '  *  Odorless  *  *  *  A  combination  of  Chloride 
in  oxygen,  with  Formaldehyde.  Having  no  odor  of  its  own  *  *  *  Pure 
air  is  of  great  value  in  hospitals.    Formachlor  will  keep  the  air  pure.    *    *  *. 

Germicide  *  *  *  Hospitals  *  *  *  Sick  room  *  *  *  Spray  1  to  10 
solution  in  the  air.  Wash  furniture  1  to  10  parts  solution.  Use  in  bed  rooms 
and  bath  rooms,  the  same  as  given  for  hotels  and  institutions  *  *  *  Boiling 
solution  purifies  the  atmosphere  of  a  room.    *    *    *    Hotels  and  Institutions. 
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Formachlor  used  1  part  to  10  parts  water  is  usually  strong:  enough  and  should 
he  sprinkled  or  sprayed  over  the  surface  of  the  toilets  and  urinals,  in  the 
public  toilets.  Sprinkle  the  floors  as  well,  doing  so  daily.  *  *  *  Kitchen. 
Wash  garbage  can  with  1  to  10  solution — sprinkle  floor  with  1  to  10  solution. 

Germicide  *  *  *  Schools.  For  toilets  and  urinals  use  Formachlor  1 
part,  water  10  parts.  Spray  and  sprinkle  toilet  and  urinals  and  the  floors 
and  tile  or  slate-wall  surrounding  same.  *  *  *  Furniture  cleaned  with  a 
solution  1  to  10.  *  *  *  Help  to  keep  down  contagious  diseases  *  *  * 
Factories  *  *  *  Sprinkle  or  spray  the  inside  and  outside  of  toilets  and 
urinals,  floors,  side  of  walls,  etc.,  scrubbing  all  surfaces  thoroughly.  After- 
ward a  solution  of  1  to  6  or  8  will  be  ample  if  used  regularly.  If  possible 
whitewash  walls,  made  witn  a  solution  of  one  part  Formachlor  to  10  parts 
water.    When  sweeping,  sprinkle  floors  1  to  20  parts. 

Formachlor  unlike  the  disinfectants  that  only  substitute  one  odor  for  another 
is  very  effective  for  hours  after  it  is  applied  because  after  the  moisture  evap- 
orates the  material  of  which  it  is  composed  remains.  *  *  *  the  chemicals 
used  in  the  manufacturing  of  Formachlor  have  always  been  recognized  by 
leading  chemists  and  bacteriologists  as  a  most  powerful  germicide,"  borne  on 
the  labels  affixed  to  the  jugs  containing  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading, 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  was  odor- 
less, that  it  consisted  of  a  combination  of  chloride  in  oxygen  with  formalde- 
hyde, that  it  would  keep  the  air  in  hospitals  pure,  and  that  the  said  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  act  as  a  germicide  in  the  air,  would  act  as  a 
germicide  for  washing  furniture,  would,  at  the  dilution  recommended,  act  as 
a  germicide  in  bed  rooms  and  bath  rooms  and  for  toilets,  urinals,  public  toilets, 
floors  and  garbage  cans,  and  that  a  boiling  solution  would  purify  the  atmos- 
phere of  a  room,  that  it  would,  at  the  dilution  recommended,  act  as  a  germi- 
cide for  toilets,  urinals  and  furniture,  would  help  to  keep  down  contagion 
when  so  used  on  furniture,  would  be  ample,  when  used  in  solution  of  1  to  6  or 
8,  to  act  as  a  germicide  for  toilets,  urinals,  floors,  sides  of  walls,  etc..  and 
would,  when  used  at  the  strength  recommended,  act  as  a  germicide  for  walls 
and  floors,  that  after  the  moisture  evaporated,  the  most  important  disinfecting 
portion  of  the  said  article  remained,  that  all  the  chemicals  used  in  the  manu- 
facture of  the  said  article  had  been  recognized  as  most  powerful  germicides; 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  and  in 
the  proportions  recommended  in  the  labels,  would  not  be  effective  for  the 
above  named  purposes,  the  said  article  was  not  ordorless.  it  did  not  consist  of 
a  combination  of  chloride  in  oxygen  with  formaldehyde,  but  did  consist  of 
formaldehyde,  zinc  and  sodium  chlorides,  water  and  methyl  alcohol,  it  would 
not  keep  the  air  in  hospitals  pure,  after  the  moisture  evaporated  the  most  im- 
portant disinfecting  portion  of  the  article  would  not  remain,  and  all  the  chemi- 
cals used  in  the  manufacture  of  the  said  article  have  not  been  recognized  as 
most  powerful  germicides.  , 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  ingredients,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  formaldehyde  and 
zinc  chloride,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or 
mitigate  fund,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one 
of  the  said  inert  ingredients  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and 
correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  jugs  containing  the  said  article; 
nor  in  lieu  thereof,  were  tin1  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  ingredient 
of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients  so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all.  on  each 
or  any  label  borne  on  the  said  jugs. 

On  October  13,  1024,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  l>e- 
half  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $150. 

Howard  M.  Cork. 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

«>r,i.  Adulteration  nnd  misbranding  «»f  "  Insecticide  i>h»  a  Disinfectant." 

i.  »«.       rtae  Pnmdne  Products  Company.    Plea  of  nolo  contendere, 

Ptne  f80.  <l.  &  F.  No.  1272.  Dom.  No.  18792.) 
On  July  28,  U>24.  the  United  States  attorney  tor  the  Northern  District  of 
ohio.  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
The  iMiratitie  Products  Company,  a  corporation,  Cleveland.  Ohio,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1010.  on  or 
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about  June  30,  1923,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  New  York,  of  a 
quantity  of  "  Insecticide  Dip  and  Disinfectant ",  which  was  an  adulterated 
and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act.  The 
article  was  described  in  a  letter  and  was  invoiced  as  "  Coal  Tar  Disinfectant." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement  "  Coal  Tar  Disinfectant borne  in  the  said  invoice  and 
letter  is  commonly  understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and  to  apply  to  a 
mixture  consisting  entirely  of  oils  derived  from  coal  tar,  together  with  an 
emulsifying  agent  and  water,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  understanding  and 
acceptance  of  the  said  words,  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were 
represented  to  be  such  that  it  consisted  entirely  of  a  mixture  of  oils  derived 
and  produced  from  coal  tar,  together  with  an  emulsifying  agent  and  water; 
whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard 
and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  that  it  did  not  so  consist  but  did  con- 
tain and  consist  partially  of  a  substance,  to  wit,  mineral  oil,  other  than  oils 
derived  entirely  from  coal  tar,  together  with  an  emulsifying  agent  and  water. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  a  substance,  to  wit, 
mineral  oil,  other  than  oils  derived  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  had  been 
substituted  in  part  for  coal  tar  disinfectant,  which  the  said  article  pur- 
ported to  be. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  article  was  an  imitation  of 
and  was  offered  for  sale  and  sold  under  the  name  of  another  article,  to  wit, 
"  Coal  Tar  Disinfectant." 

On  September  8,  1924,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  was  entered  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $30. 

Howard  M.  Goee, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

955.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Fer-Snl."  XT.  S.  v.  The  West- 
moreland Chemical  and  Color  Co.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere. 
Fine  $50.  (I.  &  F.  Nos.  1118,  1219.  Dom.  Nos.  14814,  15433,  15665, 
15736,  17508.) 

At  the  December  session,  1921,  and  the  September  session,  1923,  respectively, 
of  the  United  States  District  Court  within  and  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district,  acting  upon  reports 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  district  court  aforesaid  two  informa- 
tions against  The  Westmoreland  Chemical  and  Color  Co.,  a  corporation,  Phila- 
delphia, Pa.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910,  in  various  consignments  namely,  on  or  about  February  7,  1919, 
February  9  and  November  10,  1920,  February  17,  1921,  and  February  28,  1922, 
respectively,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  Maryland,  of 
quantities  of  "  Fer-Sul  ",  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide 
and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  informations  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements  "Active  Ingredients,  Fe2  (So4)  3  Inactive  Ingredients, 
Water  50%  ",  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  jugs  containing  the  article,  and 
the  statements,  to  wit,  "Active  Ingredients  50%  Inactive  Ingredients,  Water 
50%  borne  on  the  circulars  accompanying  the  said  article,  represented  that 
the  article  contained  active  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  prevent,  de- 
stroy, repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  50 
per  cent,  and  contained  inactive  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not 
more  than  50  per  cent;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell 
below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  it  contained  active  ingre- 
dients in  a  proportion  less  than  50  per  cent,  and  inactive  ingredients,  in  a  pro- 
portion greater  than  50  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted  statements  ap- 
pearing on  the  labels  of  the  said  jugs  and  in  the  accompanying  circular  were 
false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was 
labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  article  contained  active  ingredients  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than 
50  per  cent,  and  inactive  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  50 
per  cent;  whereas,  it  contained  active  ingredients  in  a  proportion  less  than 
50  per  cent,  and  inactive  ingredients,  in  a  proportion  greater  than  50  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 
"  Kills  certain  weaker  forms  of  vermin,  such  as  small  worms  and  parasites. 
*    *    *    Bathe    *    *    *    ordinary  mange  conditions  with  1%  or  2%  solution. 
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*  *  For  mites  use  a  10%  solution.  *  *  *  Flies  are  less  numerous  where 
Fer-Sul  is  used,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  said  jugs,  and  the  state- 
ments, to  wit,  "  A  commercial  disinfectant  and  antiseptic  that  is  nonpoisonous, 
ordorless  and  at  the  same  time  a  tonic  is  a  novelty.  For  these  reasons,  if  for 
no  other  Fer-Sul  merits  your  investigation.  *  *  *  Fer-Sul, — Antiseptic, 
Disinfectant,  Deordorizer,  *  *  *  Fer-Sul,  being  a  liquid,  is  adapted,  na- 
turally, for  spraying  or  sprinkling.  It  should  be  used  regularly  and  liberally 
in  the  dairy  and  on  poultry  farms  and  in  all  barns,  stables,  pigstys.  coops, 
cesspools,  privies,  or,  in  fact,  wherever  contagion  is  likely  to  lurk. 

"  Fer-Sul  as  a  Tree  and  Plant  Spray.  Apply  after  the  leaves  fall,  and  again 
just  before  the  buds  open.  Dormant  trees,  3%  solution ;  Scale,  3  to  5%  solu- 
tion;  blight  5  %  solution.  Antiseptic  wash;  for  wounds  after  trimming  for 
blight,  3%  solution,  *  *  *  Growing  plants,  for  aphis,  etc.,  and  fungus 
growths;  1/4%  (1  quart  Fer-Sul  to  100  gallons  water),  or  %%  or  1%,  accord- 
ing to  the  vigor  of  the  plant.  Use  as  strong  as  the  plant  will  bear  without 
burning.    Apply  late  in  the  day. 

"  Fer-Sul  *  *  *  it  also  destroys  certain  weaker  forms  of  vermin  such 
as  small  worms  and  parasites  *  *  *  Mites — Poultry — 10%  solution  freely 
on  roosts  and  adjoining  crevices.    If  very  bad,  use  double  or  triple  strength 

*  *  *  Lice — Poultry — 10%  solution.  Apply  with  hand  or  brush  to  skin  be- 
low the  vent.    If  very  bad  also  apply  to  other  infested  parts    *    *  *." 

"  Fer-Sul  as  a  Tree  and  Plant  Spray  *  *  *  Scale  3  to  5%  solution  *  *  * 
Growing  plants,  for  aphis,  etc.  *  *  *  1/4%  (1  quart  Fer-Sul  to  100  gallons 
water)  or  %%  or  1%,  according  to  the  vigor  of  the  plant  *  *  *  Flies  and 
Vermin — Such  as  Worms  and  Parasites — Fer-Sul  (3%  solution)  regularly 
sprayed  in  the  stable  and  where  refuse  matter  collects,  keeps  down  flies  by 
killing  the  larvae. 

"  Bathe    *    *    *    ordinary   mange   conditions   with   1%    or  2%  solution 

*  *  *  Cholera  *  *  *  Black  Head  *  *  *  White  Diarrhoea  *  *  * 
Gapes  *  *  *  Contagious  Abortion  *  *  *  Some  of  our  dairymen  have 
cleared  their  herds  of  abortion  simply  by  spraying    *    *    *    Hog  Cholera 

*  *  *  Pus-Forming  Sores  *  *  *  Mange,  etc.  *  *  *."  borne  on  each 
of  the  accompanying  circulars,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of 
the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used 
as  directed,  was  an  effective  remedy  against  all  small  worms  and  all  parasites, 
was  effective  in  the  treatment  of  ordinary  mange  conditions,  was  effective 
against  mites,  and  was  an  effective  remedy  against  flies,  that  the  said 
article  was  non-poisonous,  that  when  used  as  directed  it  would  disinfect 
cesspools,  privies  and  all  places  where  contagion  was  likely  to  lurk,  that  it 
would  control  all  blights  on  all  trees  and  plants,  would  control  all  other  fungous 
diseases  against  which  such  a  spray  would  ordinarily  be  used  during  the  dor- 
mant season  and  would  satisfactorily  control  all  fungous  growths  on  plants, 
would  he  an  effective  remedy  against  poultry  mites  and  lice,  and  against  ail 
scale  on  trees  and  plants,  against  aphis  and  all  insects  which  might  he  in 
eluded  under  the  abbreviation,  "etc.,"  and  against  flies  and  all  vermin  such  as 
worms  and  parasites,  and  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  cholera,  blade 
head,  white  diarrhoea,  gapes,  contagious  abortion,  hog  cholera,  all  types  and 
varieties  of  pus-forming  sores,  all  types  and  varieties  of  mange,  and  all  con- 
ditions indicated  by  the  abbreviation  "etc".:  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  said  article  was  poisonous,  and  the  article,  when  sprayed,  sprinkled  and 
used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  product  consigned  February  28, 
19U2,  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit.  "*  *  *  keeps  down 
flies  by  killing  the  larvae."  and  "Dog  Dip  Pill  a  suitable  wooden  vessel  with 
a  solution  of  1  Oz.  4  Fer-Sul '  to  each  gallon  of  water.  Dip  your  dogs  frequently 
(daily  or  weekly,  as  needed).  This  will  destroy  the  offensive  odor  and  do  much 
to  keep  down  fleas,  if  the  solution  is  worked  through  the  coat.  One  mixing  will 
last  a  week  or  two,  if  kept  covered."  borne  on  the  circular  accompanying  the 
jugs  involved  in  said  consignment,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of 
the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used 
as  directed,  would  kill  fly  larvae,  and  would  be  effective  against  dog  fleas; 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  would  not  kill  fly  larvae  and  would  not  he 
effective  against  dog  fleas. 
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On  October  3,  1924,  the  two  cases  having  been  consolidated  into  one  action, 
a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

Howard  M.  Goee, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

956.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Crnolenm  U.  S.  v.  Lionel  Hock- 
wald,  Sisrmund  Hockwald  and  Lewis  Hockwald  (Hockwald 
Chemical  Company).  Pleas  of  guilty.  Fine  $50.  (I.  &  F.  No.  882. 
Dom.  No.  15055.) 

On  November  6,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
Lionel  Hockwald,  Sigmund  Hockwald  and  Lewis  Hockwald,  trading  as  the 
Hockwald  Chemical  Company,  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  alleging  that  the  said 
defendants  had  sold,  under  a  guarantee  that  the  article  would  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  a  quantity  of  "  Cruoleum  "  which  was  an 
adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of 
said  act,  and  that  on  or  about  June  21,  1919,  the  said  article,  in  the  identical 
condition  as  when  received,  was  shipped  by  the  purchaser  thereof  from  the 
State  of  California  into  the  State  of  Washington,  in  violation  of  the  said  Act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Cruoleum  *  *  *  It  is  a  concentrated  fluid  pre- 
pared from  Coal  Tar  *  *  *  This  product  contains  inert  substances,  water 
approximating  ten  per  cent,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing 
the  article  purported  that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  was  a 
concentrated  fluid  prepared  from  coal  tar  and  contained  water,  an  inert  sub- 
stance, i.  e.,  a  substance  or  ingredient  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  that  is  to  say,  putrefactive  and  pathogenic  bac- 
teria, in  a  proportion  approximating  10  per  cent ;  whereas,  the  strength  and 
purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that 
it  did  not  consist  wholly  of  a  concentrated  fluid  prepared  from  coal  tar,  but 
substances  other  than  a  concentrated  fluid  prepared  from  coal  tar  had  been 
substituted  in  part  for  the  said  article  and  it  did  contain  inert  ingredients  in 
a  proportion  greater  than  approximately  10  per  cent. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  above  quoted  state- 
ments appearing  on  the  labels  represented  that  the  article  consisted  wholly  of 
a  concentrated  fluid  prepared  from  coal  tar  and  water,  an  inert  substance,  in 
a  proportion  approximating  10  per  cent :  whereas,  it  did  not  consist  wholly  of 
a  concentrated  fluid  prepared  from  coal  tar  and  water,  in  a  proportion  approxi- 
mating 10  per  cent,  but  substances  other  than  concentrated  fluid  obtained  from 
coal  tar  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  concentrated  fluid  obtained  from  coal 
tar,  and  it  contained  water,  an  inert  substance,  in  a  proportion  greater  than 
approximately  10  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  certain  statements,  borne  on 
each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  the  said  cans,  to  wit,  "  For  General  Disinfecting : 
One  part  of  Cruoleum  to  one  hundred  and  fifty  parts  of  water  (about  one  ounce 
to  a  gallon)  will  make  a  powerful  solution — strong  enough  for  all  general 
disinfecting  purposes.  Toilet  rooms,  floors,  etc.,  should  be  regularly  flushed 
and  cleaned  with  this  solution.  It  will  destroy  the  sources  of  infection  and 
disease,  keep  the  air  sweet,  and  pure,  thereby  reducing  the  clangers  of  contagion 
to  ^.  minimum.  *  *  *  Add  four  tablespoonfuls  to  a  pail  of  water  used  for 
scrubbing  and  it  will  clean  and  disinfect  at  the  same  time.  About  sinks,  gar- 
bage pails,  outhouses,  musty  places,  closets,  etc.  etc.,  it  will  purify  them  and 
stop  the  growth  of  germs.  Wash  cuspidors  with  a  one-hundred  and  fifty  part 
solution." 

"  Cruoleum — *  *  *  A  more  active  germicide  in  every  respect  than  car- 
bolic acid.  *  *  *  Cruoleum — *  *  *  practically  non-poisonous.  *  *  * 
Inert  substance,  water  approximating  ten  per  cent.  *  *  *  To  Drive  Away 
ants,  roaches,  insects,  flies,  etc.,  spray  freely  with  a  solution  of  a  tablespoonful 
to  a  quart  of  water."  were  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchser, 
in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strength  and 
proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  make  a  prepara- 
tion strong  enough  for  all  disinfecting  purposes,  would  destroy  all  sources  of 
infection  and  disease  that  arise  in  toilet  rooms  and  from  floors  and  would 
keep  the  air  sweet  and  pure  in  toilet  rooms  and  rooms  with  floors,  would 


1154 


INSECTICIDE  AND  FUNGICIDE  BOARD 


[S.  R.  A. 


disinfect  sinks,  garbage  pails;,  outhouses,  musty  places,  closets,  and  cuspidors, 
that  the  said  article  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  for 
scrubbing  toilet  rooms,  floors,  garbage  pails,  outhouses,  musty  places,  closets 
and  about  sinks,  would  clean  and  disinfect  the  said  places,  that  it  was  a  more 
active  germicide  in  every  respect  than  carbolic  acid,'  that  it  was  non-poisonous, 
and  that  it  contained  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  in  a  proportion  ap- 
proximating 10  per  cent,  and  that  when  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
and  method  and  manner  as  directed,  the  article  would  be  effective  against  all 
types  and  varieties  of  roaches,  of  insects  and  of  flies;  whereas,  the  said  article 
when  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as 
directed  by  said  statements  would  not  be  effective  for  the  purposes  claimed, 
it  was  not  a  more  active  germicide  in  every  respect  than  carbolic  acid,  the 
said  article  was  poisonous,  and  it  contained  inert  substances,  to  wit,  water, 
in  a  proportion  greater  than  approximating  10  per  cent. 

On  October  7,  1924,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  information 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

»57.  Misbranding  of  "  Solnble  Disinfectant  Compound."    IT.  S.  v.  The  Pnra- 
flne  Prodncts  Co.     Plea  of  nolo  contendere.     Fine  $10.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  1273.    Dom.  No.  18793.) 

On  July  28,  1024.  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  The 
Purafine  Products  Company,  a  corporation.  Cleveland.  Ohio,  alleging  shipment 
by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  June 
27.  1923.  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  New  York,  of  a  quantity  of 
"  Soluble  Disinfectant  Compound  ",  which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide  within 
the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit.  water  and  mineral  oils,  which 
said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  fungi,  and 
the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  of  the  said  inert  substances  or 
ingredients  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all, 
on  each  or  any  of  the  drums  containing  the  article :  nor.  in  lieu  thereof,  were 
the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient 
of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all.  <>n  each  of  any  of  the  said  labels. 

On  September  8.  1924.  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was 
entered  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Howard  M.  <  {ore, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

;>.">S.  Adulteration    and    in  is  bra  n«l  i  iiia-  of  u  Crude   Carbolic  1".  a. 

j.anivicv  a-  Mlebaela  Goxupmny*    Plea  of  gwlltgr.    Pine  $80.    (L  & 

F.  No.  1270.  Dora.  No.  1S124.) 
At  the  -Inly  1924  term  of  the  United  Stales  District  Court  within  and  for 
the  Northern  District  of  California,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  dis- 
trict, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the  district 
court  aforesaid,  an  information  against  the  Langley  &  Michaels  Company,  a 
corporation.  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  vio- 
lation of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  July  27,  1922.  from  the  State 
of  California  into  the  State  of  Nevada,  of  a  quantity  of  "Crude  Carbolic  Acid," 
Which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of 
said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
tiuit  the  statement.  t«»  wit.  "Coal  Tar  »>iis  and  Hydrocarbons  s,)  I'er  Cent", 
borne  on  the  label  aflixed  to  tlie  can  containing  tin1  article,  represented  that 
its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  coal  tar  oils  and  hydro- 
carbons in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  Si)  per  cent:  whereas,  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under 
which  it  was  sold  in  that  it  contained  coal  tar  oils  and  hydrocarbons  in  a 
proportion  less  than  SO  per  cent. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  state- 
ment, "Crude  Carbolic  Acid",  borne  on  the  said  labels,  represented  that  the 
article  was  composed  entirely  of  crude  carbolic  acid;  whereas,  the  article  was 
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not  composed  entirely  or*  crude  carbolic  acid,  but  another  substance,  to  wit, 
mineral  oils,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  said  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  "  Crude  Car- 
bolic Acid  "  and  "  Coal  Tar  Oils  and  Hydrocarbons  80  per  cent ",  borne  on  the 
labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser, 
in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  was  crude  carbolic  acid,  and  that  it 
contained  coal  tar  oils  and  hydrocarbons  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
80  per  cent ;  whereas,  the  said  article  was  not  crude  carbolic  acid,  but  was  a 
mixture  of  cresols  and  mineral  oils,  and  possibly  some  coal  tar  neutral  oils, 
and  it  contained  coal  tar  oils  and  hydrocarbons  in  the  proportion  of  less  than. 
80  per  cent. 

On  September  6,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  be- 
half of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

959.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Ant  and  Roach  Powder."     U.  S.  v. 

Langley  &  Michaels  Co.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine  #10.     (I.  &  P.  No. 

934.    Dom.  No.  15408.) 

On  November  6,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district',  an  information  against 
the  Langley  &  Michaels  Company,  a  corporation,  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  August  11,  1919,  from  the  State  of  California  into  the  State  of  Nevada, 
of  a  quantity  of  "Ant  and  Roach  Powder",  which  was  an  adulterated  and 
misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  certain  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing 
the  said  article,  to  wit,  "Active  Ingredients  Sodium  Fluoride  88%  *  *  * 
Inert  Ingredients  5%  "  represented  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article 
weie  such  that  it  contained  sodium  fluoride,  an  active  ingredient,  in  the 
proportion  of  88  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  i.  e.  substances 
that  do  not  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  ants  and  roaches,  in  the  proportion  of 
5  per  cent ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said 
professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it'  contained 
sodium  fluoride  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  88  per  cent,  and  contained  inert 
ingredients  in  a  proportion  much  greater  than  5  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted  statements- 
borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the 
said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mis- 
lead the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  sodium 
fluoride  in  the  proportion  of  88  per  cent',  and  that  it  contained  inert  ingredients, 
in  the  proportion  of  5  per  cent ;  whereas,  the  said  article  contained  sodium 
fluoride  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  88  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  in- 
gredients in  a  proportion  much  greater  than  5  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of 
the  said  inert  ingredients  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and 
correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  packages  containing 
the  article ;  nor  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  so  present  therein  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  said  packages. 

On  September  6,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on. 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Secretary  Of  Agriculture. 

960.  Misbranding  of  "  Ro-San  Chemical         U.   S.  v.  William  B.  Striskjr. 

Plea  of  guilty.  Fine  $50.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1034.  Dom.  No.  15709.) 
On  June  25,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Michigan,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
William  E.  Strisky,  trading  as  the  Rowe  Sanitary  Manufacturing  Co.,  Detroit, 
Mich.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910,  on  or  about  April  1,  1920,  from  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the  State 
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of  Indiana,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Ro-San  Chemical  ",  which  was  a  misbranded 
fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "Disease  germs  will  be  exterminated  and  sanitation 
assured,''  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  said  article, 
was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article  was 
labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  it  represented  that 
the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  exterminate  all  disease  germs,  and 
that  sanitation  would  be  assured  in  all  cases ;  whereas,  the  said  article,  when 
used  as  directed,  would  not  exterminate  all  disease  germs,  and  sanitation 
would  not  be  assured  in  all  cases. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  mineral  oil,  which  said  inert 
substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and 
percentage  amount  of  each  of  the  said  inert  substances  so  present  therein 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  cans 
containing  the  article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients 
so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the 
said  labels. 

On  November  21,  1924,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  infor- 
mation and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

9G1.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Vajcide."    U.  S.  v.  Vaycide  Chemi- 
cal  Corporation.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine  $50.      (I.  &  F.   No.  1249. 

Dora.  Nos.  17383,  17403,  17470,  17644.) 

On  June  10,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Alabama,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  (Joint  of  the  United  States  an  information  against  the  Vaycide  Chemi- 
cal Corporation,  Birmingham,  Ala.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  vio- 
lation of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  in  various  consignments,  namely,  on  or 
about  March  8,  April  10,  May  15,  and  June  S,  1922,  respectively,  from  the 
State  of  Alabama  into  the  States  of  Florida,  Tennessee,  Rhode  Island,  and 
Ohio,  respectively,  of  quantities  of  "  Vaycide."  a  portion  of  which  was  an  adul- 
terated and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  the  remainder  of  which 
was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide,  within  the  meaning  of  said  .act. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  in  the  information  with  respect  to  a  portion  of  the 
article  for  the  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Nicotine  1%,"  borne  on  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  cartons  containing  the  product  consigned  June  S,  1922, 
into  Ohio,  and  the  statements,  "Nicotine,  1%  *  *  *  Flowers  of  Sulphur, 
25%,"  home  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons  containing  the  product  con- 
signed March  8,  and  May  15,  1922.  into  Florida  and  Rhode  Island,  respectively, 
represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  nicotine 
In  the  proportion  of  not  loss  than  one  per  cent,  and  that  the  product  consigned 
into  Florida  and  Rhode  Island,  respect ively.  contained  flowers  of  sulphur  in 
the  proportion  of  not  loss  than  '-.">  per  cent;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity 
of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  tinder  which  it 
was  sold,  in  that  it  contained  nicotine  in  a  proportion  less  than  one  per  cent, 
and  i  he  said  product  consigned  into  Florida  and  Rhode  Island,  respectively, 
contained  flowers  of  sulphur  in  a  proportion  less  than  25  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  portion  of  the  product  con- 
signed into  Ohio,  Florida  and  Rhode  Island,  respectively,  for  the  reason  that 
the   statements.    "Nicotine    1 ' '<  ".    and    "Nicotine.   1%     *    *    *     Flowers  of 

Sulphur,  259$  '*•  home  on  the  labels  as  above  set  forth,  were  false  and  misp- 
leading, and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  90  as 
to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the  said  portion  con- 
tained nicotine  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  one  per  cent,  and  that  the 
Lois  consigned  Into  Florida  and  Rhode  island  respectively,  contained  flowers 
of  sulphur  in  the  proportion  oi  not  less  than  25  per  cent:  whereas*,  the  product 
involved  in  all  three  consignments  contained  nicotine  in  a  proportion  less 
than  one  per  cent,  and  the  lots  consigned  into  Florida  and  Rhode  Island,  re- 
spectively, contained  ftowere  of  sulphur  In  a  proportion  less  than  2.~>  per  cent. 

Biisbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  all  four  of  the  consignments  of  the 
produ.  t  Cot  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to-wlt,  Squash-Vine  Borer  *   *  * 
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Squash  Bug  Red-Spider  *  *  *  If  troubled  with  *  *  *  as  well  as  other 
insects  under  the  foliage,  care  must  be  taken  to  get  the  powder  distributee! 
under  the  foliage.  *  *  *  Vaycide  '  40 '  Dust  is  effective  against  the  follow- 
ing. *  *  *  Melon  and  Cantaloupe  Borers.  *  *  *  Horned  Squash  Bug. 
Squash  Vine  Borer.  *  *  *  Squash  Bug  *  *  *  Reel  Spider  *  *  * " 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons  containing  the  product  involved  in 
the  said  four  consignments,  and  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Vaycide  '  40  '  Dust  is 
effective  against  the  following:  *  *  *  The  Melon  Worm  *  *  *."  borne 
on  the  labels  on  the  cartons  consigned  into  Tennessee,  and  the  statements,  to 
wit,  "  Pea  Aphis  *  *  *  Apple  Leaf  Hopper  *  *  *  Vaycide  '  40 '  Dust 
is  effective  against  the  following :  *  *  *  Red  Spiders  *  *  *  Pea  Aphis 
*  *  *  Apple  Leaf  Hopper."  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cartons  consigned 
into  Ohio,  Florida  and  Rhode  Island,  respectively  were  false  and  misleading 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used 
as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  squash-vine  borers,  squash 
bugs,  red-spiders,  melon  and  cantaloupe  borers,  horned  squash  bugs,  and  ail 
insects  other  than  aphis  or  plant  lice,  that  the  portion  consigned  into  Tennessee 
would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  melon  worms,  and  that  the  portion  con- 
signed into  Ohio;  Florida  and  Rhode  Island  would  be  an  effective  remedy 
against  pea  aphis,  and  apple  leaf  hoppers,  whereas,  the  said  article,  when  used 
as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  product  consigned  into  Rhode 
Island  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  ','  Beans  Mexican 
Bean  Beetle  Vaycide  '  40'  Dust.  *  *  *  Vaycide  '  40 '  Dust  *  *  *  Peas 
Aphis  Vaycide  '  40  '  Dust  *  *  *  Vaycide  '  40  '  Dust  is  effective  against  many 
forms  of  Aphis  *  *  *  It  will  control  *  *  *  Rose  Aphis ;  in  fact  is 
destructive  against  most  all  forms  of  sucking  'insects.  Vaycide  '  40 '  Dust  is 
effective  against  *  *  *  Squash  and  Melon  Borers  *  *  *  borne  on  the 
circular  accompanying  the  said  consignment,  were  false  and  misleading  and 
by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser,,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as 
directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  Mexican  bean  beetles,  pea  aphis, 
rose  aphis,  most  forms  of  sucking  insects  and  squash  and  melon  borers; 
whereas,  it  would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

On  November  11,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

962.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  War  on  Ants."  TJ.  §.  v.  Commer- 
cial Chemical  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine  $50  and  costs.  (I  &  F 
No.  1294.    Dom.  No.  19217.) 

On  October  16,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Tennessee,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Commercial  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  trading  at  Memphis,  Tenn., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  company  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910, 
on  or  about  May  8,  1923,  from  the  State  of  Tennessee  into  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington, of  a  quantity  of  "  War  on  Ants,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Sodium  Fluoride — 45%-55%  *  *  *  Inert 
Ingredients  not  more  than  30%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons 
containing  the  said  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were 
such  that  it  contained  sodium  fluoride  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  45 
per  cent  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  to  wit,  ants,  in  the  proportion  of  not 
more  than  30  per  cent;  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell 
below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that  it  contained  sodium 
fluoride  in  a  proportion  less  than  45  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients 
in  a  proportion  greater  than  30  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted  statements, 
borne  on  the  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser, 
in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  sodium  fluoride  in  the 
proportion  of  not  less  than  45  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients  in  the 
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proportion  of  not  more  than  30  per  cent:  whereas,  the  said  article  contained 
sodium  fluoride  in  a  proportion  less  than  45  per  cent,  and  contained  inert 
ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  30  per  cent. 

On  November  24,  1924.  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50  and  costs. 

Howard  M.  Core, 
Secretary  off  Agriculture. 

963.  Misbranding  of  "Eureka  Hip."  U.  S.  v.  J.  W.  Eagerly  A  Co.  Plea  of 
nolo  contendere.  Fine  $23  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1242.  Dom. 
No.  17747.) 

On  May  10,  1024,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Iowa,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  D'striet 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  .said  district,  an  information  against  J.  W. 
Edgerly  &  Co.,  a  corporation.  Ottumwa,  Iowa,  alleging  shipment  by  said*  com- 
pany, in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  June  21.  1922, 
from  the  State  of  Iowa  into  the  State  of  Missouri,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Eureka 
Dip  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning 
of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  "  A  non-poisonous  *  *  *  dip  "  and  "  When  Used  as  a 
Disinfectant  *  *  *  For  rinsing  water  in  washing  or  the  laundry  *  *  * 
use  one  teaspoonful  to  a  bucket  of  water."  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
cans  containing  the  said  article,  were  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of 
the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  was  non-poisonous,  and 
would  act  as  a  disinfectant  at  the  said  solution  ;  whereas,  the  artiele  was  not 
non-poisonous,  and  would  not  act  as  a  disinfectant  at  the  said  dilution. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit. 
"  Use  to  *  *  *  destroy  Scab.  Lice.  Ticks  and  other  vermin  affecting 
sheep,  cattle  and  domestic  animals.  *  *  *  Sheep  ticks  *  *  *  Flies  and 
maggots  *  *  *  To  expel  worms  in  horses  *  *  *  Skin  diseases  of  hogs 
*  *  *  Hog  Cholera  *  *  *  Canker  *  *  *  For  use  in  the  sick  room. 
To  prevent  the  spread  of  infectious  diseases  as  scarlet  fever,  measles,  dipthoria, 
typhus,  pneumonia,  consumption,  cholera,  influenza,  etc.  *  *  *  For  skin 
diseases  *  *  *  Use  as  a  gargle  and  for  inhaling  in  diseases  of  the  throat 
and  lungs  *  *  *  to  stop  bleeding  •  *  *."  borne  on  the  said  labels  were 
false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was 
labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  all 
types  and  varieties  of  scab  and  ticks  on  sheep,  cattle  and  other  domestic  ani- 
mals, would  destroy  all  vermin  other  than  lice,  ticks,  and  parasites  causing 
the  condition  known  as  "  scab,"  that  infest  or  attack  sheep,  cattle  or  other  do- 
mestic animals,  would  be  effective  against  sheep  ticks  and  all  types  and  varie- 
ties of  maggots  that  attack  sheep,  horses  and  cattle  and  would  expel  all  types 
and  varieties  of  worms  in  horses,  would  be  effective  in  all  skin  diseases  of 
hogs,  against  hog  cholera  and  would  be  effective  in  all  conditions  known  as 
canker  on  hogs,  would  prevent  the  spread  of  infectious  diseases,  to  wit,  scarlet 
fever,  measles,  dipthoria,  typhus,  pneumonia,  consumption,  cholera  and  In- 
fluenza, would  ho  effective  in  case  of  all  skin  diseases  and  in  all  diseases  of  the 
throat  and  lungs,  and  would  stop  bleeding  in  all  cases;  whereas,  the  said 
article  would  not  he  effective  for  the  purposes  claimed. 

On  October  16,  1!>24.  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was  en- 
tered on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25 
and  costs. 

Howard  M.  i  Iobe, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

5)(M.  Misbranding  of  w  *;'»»*  Smoke  Em,  Canned   Smolce,  Lonae  Kiii«  r." 

I  .  «« .  \  .  II.  M.  Spalir.     Plea  of  millly.     Fine  *'2r,  and  oiMv     I  I.  &  F. 

No.  1812.     Dam.  No.  18408.) 

On  November  5,  1934,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Mary- 
land, acting  upon  a  report  hy  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  «.f  i  ho  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  II.  It 

Spahr.  trading  as  The  ii.  m.  Spahr  Breeding  Estate,  Thunnont,  Md..  alleging 
shipment  hv  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  July  25,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Maryland  into  the  State  of  Texas,  of  a 
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quantity  of  "Giant  S'moke  Em,  Canned  Smoke,  Louse  Killer",  which  was  a 
misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Giant  Smoke  Em.  'Canned  Smoke,  Louse  Killer ", 
"The  Guaranteed  Louse  and  Mite  Killer  This  preparation  is  a  scientific 
process  for  the  eradication  of  lice  and  mites  in  poultry  houses.  *  *  *  The 
Mightiest  of  all  Lice  and  Mite  Killers.  *  *  *  Rid  Your  Poultry  House  of 
These  Pests  with  'Giant  Smoke  Em'  canned  smoke,  Louse  Killer.  *  *  * 
Smoke  poultry  house  two  days  in  succession  and  then  once  a  week  for  three 
successive  weeks  in  order  to  kill  the  lice  and  "mites  that  have  hatched  from 
eggs  that  were  laid  previous  to  smoke  treatment.",  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason 
of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed, 
would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  chicken  lice,  and  would  be  an  effective 
remedy  against  poultry  lice  and  mites ;  whereas,  the  said  article,  when  used  as 
directed,  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy  against  chicken  lice  or  against 
poultry  lice  and  mites. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  o£  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  namely,  substances  other  than 
sulphur,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate 
insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the 
said  inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly 
on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  said  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof, 
were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  substance  of  the 
article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
substances  so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  said  labels. 

On  November  20,  1924,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  infor- 
mation and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Howard  M.  Goee, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

965.  Adulteration  an'xl  misbranding  of  "  Fumi-Tact."  U.  S.  v.  Jonson 
Eureka  Combination  Spray  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine  $50.  (I.  & 
F.  No.  1187.    Dom.  No.  16808.) 

On  June  26,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Washington,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
the  Jonson  Eureka  Combination  Spray  Co.,  a  corporation,  Yakima,  Wash., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910.  on  or  about  June  14,  1921,  from  the  State  of  Washington  into  the  State 
of  Idaho,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Fumi-Taet,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Nicotine  Sulphate  45.00%,  Cyanide  of  Sodium 
12.38%  *  *  *  Inert  Ingredient's  20.34%"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
cans  containing  the  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were 
such  that  it  contained  nicotine  sulphate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  45 
per  cent,  contained  cyanide  of  sodium  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  12.38 
per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than 
20.34  per  cent ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the 
professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  contained 
nicotine  sulphate  in  a  proportion  less  than  45  per  cent,  contained  cyanide  of 
sodium  in  a  proportion  less  than  12.38  per  cent  and  contained  inert  ingredients 
in  a  proportion  greater  than  20.34  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above  quote  statements, 
borne  on  the  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser, 
in  that  they  represented  that  the  said  article  contained  nicotine  sulphate  in 
the  proportion  of  not  less  than  45  per  cent,  contained  cyanide  of  sodium  in 
the  proportion  of  not  less  than  12.38  per  cent  and  contained  inert  ingredients 
in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  20.34  per  cent ;  whereas,  the  article  contained 
nicotine  sulphate  in  a  proportion  less  than  45  per  cent,  contained  cyanide  of 
sodium  in  a  proportion  less  than  12.38  per  cent  and  contained  inert  ingredients 
in  a  proportion  greater  than  20.34  per  cent. 
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Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit, 
"A  spray  for  all  sucking  and  chewing  insects  such  as  *  *  *  Red  Spider, 
Leaf  Roller  *  *  *  also  very  effective  against  Coddling  Moth."  borne  on  the 
said  labels  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement  the 
article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they 
represented  tbat  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against 
all  sucking  and  chewing  insects,  red  spiders,  leaf  rollers  and  codling  moths ; 
whereas,  the  said  article,  wben  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the 
said  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit, 
f'  One  Quart  U.  S.  Standard  Measure  borne  on  the  said  labels,  represented 
that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans  containing  the  article  were,  in  term.-;  of 
measure,  one  quart  of  the  said  article;  whereas,  the  contents  of  each  of  the 
said  cans  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  thereof  in  that  the  contents 
of  each  of  the  said  cans  were  less  than  one  quart  of  the  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit.  substances  other  than  nicotine,  sodium 
cyanide,  phenols  and  neutral  oils,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of-  each 
and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  o-r  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  cans  con- 
taining the  said  article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  substance  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  present  therein  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly on  each  or  any  of  the  said  labels. 

On  September  24,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  enrered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

Howard  M.  (Jork. 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

J)G6.  3Iis1»randin?^  of  "  Meyer  Red  Diamond  Improved  T,ouse  Killer."     U.  S. 

v.  Meyer  Brothers  Dru«'  Co.  PJen  of  guilty.  Fine  $150  and 
costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1251.    Dom.  No.  17884.) 

On  May  24,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  hied  in  (he 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  informal  ion  against 
the  Meyer  Brothers  Drug  Co.,  a  corporation,  St.  Louis.  Mo.,  alleging  shipment 
by  said  company,  in  violation  of  (he  Insecticide  Act  of  1010,  on  or  about  April 
3,  1023,  from  the  State  of  M  ssouri  into  the  State  of  Michigan,  of  a  quantity 
of  "Meyer  Red  Diamond  Improved  Louse  Killer",  which  was  a  misbrahded 
insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Inert  Ingredients  (Calcium  Hydroxide)  *  *  * 
82%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  said  article, 
were  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article 
was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  it  contained  one  inert  ingredient  only,  to  wit,  calcium  hydroxide,  in  the 
proportion  of  82  per  cent;  whereas,  in  fad  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  con- 
tained inert  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel 
or  mitigate  insects,  other  than  calcium  hydroxide,  and  the  amount  of  calcium 
hydroxide  contained  in  the  article  was  not  correctly  stated. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit. 
"  An  effective  destroyer  of  certain  forms  of  vermin  such  as  lice,  *  *  *  ticks 
and  mites  on  poultry,  cattle  and  dogs  *  *  *  Red  Diamond  Improved 
Louse  Killer  *  *  *  destructive  to  certain  forms  of  vermin  *  *  *  By 
ridding  your  stork-  of  the  above  mentioned  vermin  *  *  *."  borne  on  the 
said  labels  wore  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said  Statements  the 
article  was  Iain-led  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they 
represented  thai  the  article  when  used  as  directed,  would  bo  an  effective 
remedy  against  ticks  and  miles  on  poultry  and  dogs,  would  In-  an  effective  de- 
stroyer a!  lice  and  ticks  on  cattle,  would  be  effective  against  all  types  and 
varieties  «»f  niih's  that  attack  <;iiTle  and  dogs,  and  would  rid  st<-»-k  of  lice, 
mites  and  ticks;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article,  when  used  as 
directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes.  1 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted  par- 
tially of  inert  substances  to  wit.  substances  other  than  naphthalene,  sulphur 
and  sodium  fluoride,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel 
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or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every 
one  of  the  inert  substances  so  contained  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and 
correctly  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  said  article; 
nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every 
substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and 
correctly  on  the  said  labels. 

On  November  17,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $150  and  costs. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

IH»7.  Adulteration  and  misbranding'  of  "  Victory  Tree  Wound  Paint,"    U.  S. 

v.  Nenemian  L.  Rich  (Rich-Lac  Co.)  Plea  of  g-nilty.  Fine  $20 
and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1286.    Dom.  No.  17280.) 

At  the  September  1924,  term  of  the  United  States  District  Court  within  and 
for  the  district  of  Connecticut,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  district  court 
aforesaid  an  information  against  Nehemiah  L.  Rich,  trading  as  the  Rich-Lac 
Co.,  Stamford,  Conn.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  March  9,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Con- 
necticut into  the  State  of  New  York,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Victory  Tree  Wound 
Paint ",  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  it  was  intended  for  use  on  vegetation,  to  wit,  small  apple  trees,  and  the' 
said  article,  when  so  used  and  applied  to  small  apple  trees  as  intended  and  di- 
rected, would  be  injurious  to  such  vegetation. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Apply 
a  very  light  coat  of  '  Victory '  tree  wound  paint  to  the  trunks  of  small  apple 
trees,  about  four  inches  below  the  surface  and  four  inches  above  the  surface. 
This  will  in  many  cases  prevent  borers  from  attacking  the  base  of  the  tree," 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to*  the  cans  containing  the  article,  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as 
to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said 
article,  when  applied  as  directed,  could  be  safely  used  upon  small  apple  trees ; 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  applied  as  directed,  could  not 
be  safely  so  used  upon  small  apple  trees,  but  such  use  would  be  seriously  in- 
jurious to  such  trees. 

On  September  23,  1924,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  in- 
formation and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20,  and  costs. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

968.  Misbranding  of  "  Lee's  Lice  Killer."    U.  §.  v.  George  IT.  Lee  Co.  Plea 
of  nolo  contendere.    Fine  $5.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1194.    Dom.  No.  16534.) 

On  June  27,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Nebraska, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  the  George  H.  Lee 
Co.,  a  corporation,  Omaha,  Nebr.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  August  12,  1921,  from  the 
State  of  Nebraska  into  the  State  of  Florida,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Lee's  Lice 
Killer  ",  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning 
of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  For  Body-Lice  on  Fowls. — Apply  Lee's  Lice 
Killer  liberally  to  the  roosts  an  hour  or  so  before  chickens  go  to  roost  at  night. 
To  get  a  wide  evaporating  surface  for  killing  body-lice  it  is  necessary  to  ar- 
range a  12  or  14  inch  board  directly  under  and  close  up  to  the  roost.  Apply 
Lee's  Lice  Killer  to  both  board  and  roost  daily  for  a  short  time,  then  once  a 
month  regularly.  *  *  '*  If  hen  and  chicks  have  lice,  remove  the  hen  and 
treat  as  above,  then  return  to  chicks.  *  *  *  Directions  for  Use  For 
Hogs. — Spray  or  sprinkle  the  floor  of  sleeping  pen  or  bedding^  or  wrap  an  old 
gunny-sack  about  a  rubbing  post  and  paint  it  once  a  week  with  Lee's  Lice 
Killer.  Spray  Lee's  Lice  Killer  in  empty  troughs,  swill-barrels,  etc.,  once  a 
week  as  a  disinfectant  and  germicide.  For  Sheep  and  Goats. — Spray  or  sprin- 
kle the  bedding  two  or  three  times,  at  intervals  of  a  week.   For  Horses,  Cattle, 
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Calves,  Etc. — Sprinkle  an  old  blanket  and  tie  it  over  the  animal  for  on  hour 
or  two.  Do  not  apply  Lee's  Lice  Killer  direct  to  the  skin  or  it  will  blister  and 
remove  the  hair,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  said 
article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the 
article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they 
represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against 
body  lice  on  fowls,  and  against  lice  on  chicks,  and  would  be  effective  against 
lice  that  infest  hogs,  sheep,  goats,  horses,  cattle,  calves  and  all  other  animals 
indicated  by  the  termination.  "  Etc."  ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  would 
not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

On  July  3,  1924,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was  entered  Of 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  on  December  8.  1924,  the  court  imposed 
a  fine  of  $5. 

Howard  M.  Core, 
Secretary  of  Agricultun  . 

PGJ).  Misbra  ud  i  ua:   of  u  Bnclinn's   Cresylic   Ointment   Compound."     I".    S.  v. 

Chester  J.  Brown,  John  Cathcart  and  Leon  C.  Pinker  <  Radian's 
Cresylic  Ointment  Co.)     Pleas  of  guilty.     Fine  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No. 

1276.    Dom.  Nos.  19404,  19461.) 

On  August  28,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Chester  J.  Brown,  John  Cathcart  and  Leon  C.  Pinker,  trading  as  Buchan's 
Cresylic  Ointment  Co.,  Newburgh,  N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendants, 
in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  February  24,  1928,  from 
the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Arizona,  and  on  or  about  March  24. 
1923,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Texas,  of  quantities  6f 
"  Buchan's  Cresylic  Ointment  Compound  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  4  Oz."  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles 
containing  a  portion  of  the  product,  and  the  statement  "  1  Lb."  borne  on  Che 
labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  remainder  thereof,  represented  that 
the  contents  of  the  said  bottles  and  cans  were,  in  terms  of  weight,  four  ounces, 
or  one  pound  of  the  said  article,  as  the  case  might  be;  whereas,  the  contours 
of  each  of  the  said  bottles  and  cans  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside 
thereof,  in  that  the  contents  of  the  said  bottles  were  less  than  four  ounces  of 
the  article,  and  the  contents  of  the  said  cans  were  less  than  one  pound  of  the 
said  article. 

On  September  23,  1924,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  infor- 
mation and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  .$23. 

Howard  M.  Core. 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

070.  Adulteration  and  mi  sh  ra  n  d  i  nur  of  "  Lucns  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of 
Calcium/'  U.  s.  v.  John  Lucas  A  <  <»..  Inc.  Plea  of  grnllty.  Fine 
9100.     (I.  &  Fi  No.  1245.    Dom.  No.  17465.) 

On  May  2,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  Information  against 
John  Lucas  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company, 
in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  on  or  about  February  22.  1922.  from 
the  St;ite  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  Alabama,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Lucas 
Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium."  which  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  Insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit. 


"Calcium  Arsenate,  not   less  than  7<»'  '<■ 

Inert  Ingredients,  not  more  than  30% 

Total  Arsenic  (as  metallic),  not  less  than  20% 

Arsenic  Oxide,  not  less  than  40%" 


borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  package  containing  the- article,  purported  and 
Represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  calcium 
arBOnate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  70  per  cent,  contained  inert  Ingredi- 
ents, namely,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  30  per  cent,  contained  total  arsenic, 
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expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
26  per  .  cent,  and  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
40  per  cent;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the 
said  professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that  it  contained  less  than  70  per  cent 
of  calcium  arsenate,  it  contained  more  than  30  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients, 
it  contained  less  than  26  per  cent  of  metallic  arsenic  expressed  as  per  centum 
of  metallic  arsenic,  and  contained  less  than  40  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxide. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  was  intended 
for  use  on  vegetation,  to  wit,  cotton  plants,  tobacco  plants,  potato  plants,  and 
other  truck  crops  having  hardy  foliage,  apple  trees,  pear  trees,  seed  fruits, 
shade  trees,  and  shrubbery  having  hardy  foliage,  and  when  applied  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  the  said 
article  would  be  injurious  to  such  cotton  plants,  tobacco  plants,  certain  plants 
having  hardy  foliage,  apple  trees,  certain  shade  trees  and  shrubbery  having 
hardy  foliage. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted  statements 
borne  on  the  said  labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser, 
in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  calcium  arsenate  in  the 
proportion  of  not  less  than  70  per  cent,  contained  inert  ingredients  in  the 
proportion  of  not  more  than  30  per  cent,  contained  total  arsenic,  expressed  as 
per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  26  per  cent 
and  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  40  per  cent; 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  contained  less  than  70  per  cent  of  calcium 
arsenate,  it  contained  more  than  30  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients,  it  contained 
less  than  26  per  cent  of  metallic  arsenic,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic 
arsenic,  and  contained  less  than  40  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxide. 
.  Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 
"  Arsenic  in  water,  soluble  form  (as  metallic),  not  more  than  %  of  1%  *  *  * 
Lucas  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium  is  very  effective  against  most  leaf- 
eating  insects  on  cotton,  tobacco  *  *  *  It  can  be  safely  used  on  all  hardy 
foliage.  When  used  at  the  rate  of  %  to  1  pound  to  50  gallons  of  water,  it  will 
control  external  leaf-eating  insects  on  apple  *  *  *.  Lucas  Dry  Powdered 
Arsenate  of  Calcium,  when  used  at  the  rate  of  1  to  2  pounds  to  50  gallons  of 
water,  will  control  most  external  leaf-eating  insects  on  shade  trees  and  shrub- 
bery having  hardy  foliage.  *  *  *  When  used  for  dusting  cotton  or  tobacco, 
it  should  be  applied  at  the  rate  of  4  to  5  pounds  per  acre."  borne  on  each  of  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading, 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained 
arsenic  in  water  soluble  form,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  three-fourths 
of  one  per  cent,  and  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  could  be  safely 
so  applied  to  cotton  plants,  tobacco  plants,  all  plants  having  hardy  foliage, 
apple  trees,  and  all  shade  trees  and  shrubbery  having  hardy  foliage;  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  arsenic  in  water  soluble  form,  ex- 
pressed as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  greater  than  three- 
fourths  of  one  per  cent,  and  when  used  as  directed  it  could  not  be  safely  so 
applied  to  cotton  plants,  tobacco  plants,  certain  plants  having  hardy  foliage, 
apple  trees,  and  certain  shade  trees  and  shrubbery  having  hardy  foliage,  but 
such  use  would  be  seriously  injurious  to  the  foliage  thereof. 

On  September  30,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
bebalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

971.  Misbranding   of  «  Gets-There   Insecticide   Soap."     U.   S.  v.  Bessie  G. 

Pierce  Hamlin.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine  $75.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1269.  Dom. 
No.  17292.) 

August  6,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
Bessie  G.  Pierce  Hamlin,  trading  as  the  Gets-There  Soap  Co.,  Conshohocken, 
Pa.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910,  on  or  about  August  25,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the 
State  of  Ohio,  of  a  quantity  of  "Gets-There  Insecticide  Soap",  which  was  a 
inisbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 
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Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Gets-There  Insecticide  Soap    *    *    *    is  a  thorough 

*  *  *  disinfectant  *  *  *  for  general  cleaning,  Laundry  and  Household 
use.  Plant  Lice,  Scale  insects,  Mealy  Bugs,  Red  Spiders,  Black  and  White 
Fly,  Black  and  Green  Aphis,  and  a  number  of  other  greenhouse  pests  are  ex- 
terminated with  Gets  There  Insecticide  Soap.  *  *  *  The  soap  has  the  ad- 
vantage over  other  insecticide  soap.  *  *  *  Ornamental  shrubs  and  Out- 
door plants.  Plant  Lice  on  out-door  plants  with  woody  stems,  spray  with  a 
solution  of  1-4  lb.    Gets  There  Insecticide  Soap  to  three  gallons  of  water. 

*  *  *  Mealy  Bugs,  Red  Spiders  and  Lice,  so  generally  affecting  Coleus, 
Chrysanthemums,  Golden  Glow,  Sweet  Peas,  etc.,  do  not  trouble  plants  that 
are  sprayed  once  a  week  with  a  solution  of  a  tablespoonful  of  Gets  There  In- 
secticide Soap  to  a  gallon  of  water.  If  the  plants  are  infested  spray  with  the 
Soap  solution  every  other  day  for  two  weeks  and  the  intervening  days  with  clear 

•  water.  Then  spray  with  soap  solution  once  a  week.  Vegetables — By  spraying 
once  a  week  with  a  solution  of  Gets  There  Insecticide  Soap  in  the  proportion 
of  a  teaspoonful  to  each  quart  of  water,  many  of  the  usual  pests  do  not  seem 
to  get  a  headway.  It  is  easier  and  cheaper  to  keep  out  of  trouble  than  to  get 
out.  Cabbage — Aphis,  Spray  with  a  solution  of  Gets  There  Insecticide  Soap 
in  water,  1  lb.  soap  to  4  gallons  water.  *  *  *  Tomatoes — Black  Lice,  solu- 
tion of  Gets  There  Insecticide  soap  1  lb.  to  4  gallons  of  water.  Fruits — Apple — 
Tent  Caterpillar,  wash  the  trunk,  up  to  branches  with  a  solution  of  1  Lb.  of 
Gets  There  Insecticide  Soap  to  4  gallons  water;  add  enough  Commercial  Car- 
bolic to  give  Carbolic  odor,  and  at  dusk  in  the  evening  burn  out  the  tents  with 
a  torch.  Borers — same  treatment  as  above.  *  *  *  Grape  Leaf,  Hopper 
and  Aphis — Spray  with  solution  of  Gets  There  Insecticide  Soap,  1  lb.  to  C»  gal- 
lons water.  *  *  *  Borer — Scrub  the  trees  well  as  directed  under  apple  tent 
Caterpillar.  *  *  *  Pear  Psylla — Spray  with  Gets  There  Insecticide  Soap 
Solution  1  lb.  to  5  gallons  water.  *  *  *  Insects  do  not  like  Gets  There  In- 
secticide Soap  and  while  it  does  not  kill  every  type  of  insect,  its  use  makes  their 
usual  haunts  so  unpleasant  that  they  will  not  frequent  where  it  is  generally 
used,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  tins  containing  the  article,  were  false 
and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the 
said  article  was  useful  as  a  disinfectant  for  general,  laundry  and  household 
use,  that  the  article  had  an  advantage  over  all  other  insecticide  soaps,  and  that 
when  used  as  directed,  it  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  plant  lice,  scale 
insects,  mealy  bugs,  red  spiders,  black  and  white  fly,  black  and  green  aphis, 
and  a  number  of  other  greenhouse  pests,  that  it  would  exterminate  such  in- 
sects, that  it  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  many  of  the  usual  pests 
on  vegetables,  against  cabbage,  aphis,  lice  on  tomatoes,  tent  caterpillars,  borers, 
grape-leaf  hopper  and  aphis,  pear  psylla,  and  all  other  insects ;  whereas,  it  was 
not  useful  as  a  disinfectant  for  general  cleaning,  laundry  and  household  use, 
it  did  not  have  an  advantage  over  all  other  insecticide  soaps,  and  when  used 
as  directed,  it  would  not  be  effective  for  the  above  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  sodium  chloride,  which  said 
inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  Insects  or  fungi, 
and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert 
substances  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each 
or  any  of  the  labels  affixed  to  the  tins  containing  the  said  article:  nor.  in  lieu 
thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  substance  of 
the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  substance  so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly  <>n  each 
or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  said  tins. 

On  December  1b\  1924,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $7f>. 

Howard  M.  GoBC 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

072.  Misbranding  of  "  Pom'a  Golden  Wonder."  V.  8.  r.  «  Bottle*,  ei  al,  <>f 
44  i»om'H  Golden  Wonder."  Default  deereea  of  condemnation, 
forfi  itnre   and   destruction.    CL  &  F.  Nos.  1266,  1261.    S.  Nos.  147.  149.) 

On  April  4.  1924.  and  April  21.  1924.  respectively,  the  United  States  attorney 
for  the  Eastern  District  of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district 
libels  praying  condemnation  and  forfeiture  of  34  large  bottles  and  24:;  small 
bottles  of  "Pom's  Golden  Wonder.'"    It  was  alleged  in  the  libels  that  the 
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article  had  been  shipped  in  various  consignment's,  namely,  on  or  about  July  7, 
August  4,  and  September  22,  1923,  respectively,  by  the  I.  A.  Pommier  Co.,  Inc., 
Topeka,  Kans.,  from  the  State  of  Kansas  into  the  State  of  Missouri,  and  that 
having  been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold  at  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  and  that  it 
was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910.  The  article  involved  in  all  three  consignments  was  labeled  in  part: 
(Cartons  and  Bottles)  "Rids  fowl  of  Lice,  Mites,  Blue-Bugs,  Stick-Tights, 
Fleas  and  other  blood-sucking  insect  pests.  *  *  *  Pom's  Golden  Wonder, 
when  given  according  to  directions,  will  give  the  best  of  satisfaction  for  which 
it  is  intended,  to  rid  fowls  of  lice  and  mites  *  *  *.  (Cartons)  One-half 
teaspoonful  to  each  gallon  of  water.  Lice  will  disappear  quicker  than  mites 
and  blue-bugs  *  *  *  Four  or  five  days  treatment  twice  a  month  is  sufficient 
to  destroy  these  parasites  and  keep  them  away  permanently.  (Bottles)  Four 
or  five  days'  treatment  twice  a  month  is  usually  sufficient  to  rid  fowls  of 
lice  and  mites.  (Circulars)  Pom's  Golden  Wonder  Rids  Poultry  of  Lice  and 
Mites  Given  in  Drinking  Water  or  Food  *  *  *.  Pom's  Golden  Wonder  is  a 
simple,  harmless  compound  and  will  give  the  best  of  satisfaction  for  which 
it  is  intended,  to  rid  the  Fowls  of  Lice  and  Mites  *  *  *.  After  giving  Pom's 
Golden  Wonder  three  or  four  days  the  lice  and  mites  leave  the  fowls  and  go 
to  the  nests,  roosts  and  henhouses  *  *  *.  Pom's  Golden  Wonder  will  rid 
the  Fowls  of  lice  and  mites  without  the  handling  of  the  fowls.  *  *  *  But 
we  do  guarantee  Pom's  Golden  Wonder  to  rid  the  fowls  of  lice  and  mites 

*  *  *  Successful  Hatching — Fowls  leave  the  nest  and  often  times  die  while 
setting  due  to  the  ravage  attacks  of  lice  and  mites.  *  *  *  Pom's  Golden 
Wonder  should  be  given  three  or  four  clays  before  spraying  the  hen  house  as 
it  runs  the  lice  oif  the  chickens.  *  *  *  *  My  chickens  were  infested  with 
big  ticks;  I  tried  for  three  years  to  get  rid  of  them.  I  used  Pom's  Golden 
Wonder  twice.  They  immediately  left  the  fowls.  *  *  *  \  as  there  are 
more  baby  chicks  die  from  the  ravage  attack  of  lice  and  mites  than  from 
disease ;  that's  why  Pom's  Golden  Wonder  helps  save  baby  chicks." 

The  labeling  in  the  consignment  of  July  7  and  September  22,  1923  bore  the 
further  statements:  (Bottles  and  Cartons)  "*  *  *  after  using  it  for  a. 
few  days  the  vermin  leave  the  fowls  and  crawl  into  the  cracks  and  crevices  of 
nests  and  roosts.    *    *    * " 

The  labeling  in  the  remaining  consignment  bore  the  further  statements : 
(Carton  and  Bottle)  "  Given  in  the  drinking  water,  milk  or  food.  *  *  *." 
(Carton)  "  Give  Pom's  Golden  Wonder  to  your  flock.    Free  them  of  lice  * 

*  *."  (Circular)  "Moulting  hens  are  ready  prey  for  roup  and  other  fall 
diseases.  When  weakened  by  the  attacks  of  lice  and  mites  they  are  more  so. 
Pom's  Golden  Wonder  should  be  given  to  *  *  *  free  them  of  lice  during 
the  moulting  season.  *  *  *  Pom's  Golden  Wonder  should  be  given  in  mid- 
winter." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  substance  in  the  informations  for 
the  reason  that  the  above-quoted  statements  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles 
containing  the  article  and  in  the  accompanying  cartons  and  circulars  were 
false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was 
labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against 
lice,  mites,  blue-bugs,  stick-tights,  fleas  and  other  blood-sucking  insect  pests 
and  all  other  vermin  that  infest  or  attack  fowls,  would  be  an  effective  remedy 
against  lice,  mites  and  blue-bugs  on  fowls,  that  it  would  rid  fowls  of  lice  and 
mites,  that  it  would  run  the  lice  off  the  chickens,  that  it  would  be  an  effective 
remedy  against  poultry  ticks,  and  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  lice 
and  mites  on  baby  chicks ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth  the  said  article,  when 
used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
entirely  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  when  used  as  directed,  and  the  name 
and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  so 
present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label 
borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  article  or  on  the  cartons  en- 
closing the  said  bottles. 

On  September  20,  1924,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judg- 
ments of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  were  entered  and  it  was  ordered  by  the 
court  that  the  product  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

Howakd  M.  Gore. 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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973.  Misbranding  of  "  Verminol."     U.  S.  v.  Henri  A  lbert.     Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine  $25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1254.    Dom.  Nos.  18154,  19114.) 

On  August  IS,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
Henri  Vibert,  trading  as  the  Q-W  Laboratories,  Bound  Brook,  X.  .T.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  defendant,  on  or  about  March  3,  1923,  from  the  State  of  New- 
Jersey  into  the  State  of  Michigan,  and  on  or  about  August  13.  1923,  from  the 
State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Connecticut,  of  quantities  of  "  Verminol '". 
which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said 
act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement.  "$1.25  size  (pint)  ",  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
packages  containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the 
said  packages  were,  in  terms  of  measure,  one  pint  of  the  said  article ;  whereas 
the  contents  of  each  of  the  said  packages  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  out- 
side thereof,  in  that  the  said  contents  were,  in  terms  of  measure,  less  than 
one  pint. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit. 
« «  *  *  j)og  dip  for  bathing  animals  with  mange,  eczema,  itch  *  *  * 
Instantly  killing  all  *  *  *  lice,  mites  and  ticks  and  for  disinfecting 
kennels,  runs,  crates  &c.  against    *    *    *    and  other  contagious  diseases, 

*  *  *  Directions  For  *  *  *  and  other  vermin  *  *  *  For  bathing 
dogs  with  Mange,  Eczema    *    *    *    kills  germs  and  vermin    *    *    *  Notice 

*  *  *  A  few  drops  sprinkled  about  the  sink  toilet,  outhouses.  &c.,  will 
destroy  all  odors  and  kill  disease  germs.  Verminol  is  many  times  more  power- 
ful than  carbolic  acid  *  *  *."  borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the 
article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  types 
and  varieties  of  mange,  eczema  and  itch  on  animals,  would  instantly  kill  all 
lice,  all  mites  and  all  ticks  on  animals,  that  it  would  be  effective  as  a  disin- 
fectant against  all  contagious  diseases  other  than  distemper,  would  be  effective 
against  all  types  and  varieties  of  vermin  on  dogs,  would  be  effective  in  tho 
treatment  of  all  types  and  varieties  of  mange  and  eczema  on  dogs,  would  kill 
all  germs  and  all  vermin,  would  destroy  all  odors  and  would  kill  all  disease 
germs  in  and  about  sinks,  toilet  rooms  and  outhouses,  and  that  it  was  many 
times  more  powerful  than  carbolic  acid;  whereas,  the  said  article,  when  used 
as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the  above  purposes,  and  it  was  not 
many  times  more  powerful  than  carbolic  acid. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance  or  ingredient,  to  wit.  water,  which  said  inert 
substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and 
the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  so  present  therein 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne 
on  or  affixed  to  tin1  packages  containing  the  article:  nor.  in  lieu  thereof,  were 
the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient 
<>t*  the  said  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  substances  so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and  coin 
rectly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  said  labels. 

On  September  15,  1924,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  infor- 
mation and  the  court  Imposed  a  tine  of  $25* 

How  ard  M.  Goke. 
8t  oretary  of  Agricultwri, 

074.  Misbranding  of  «  Beiema  ami   Huge   Remedj  '*.     i  .   v   v.  Spratt'a 
Patent   Limited.     Plea  of  Kuilty.     Fine  <[    &  r.  No  Tjcr.. 

Dom.  No.  18621.) 

On  August  18,  1924.  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  district  of  New  Jer- 
sey, acting  upon  ;i  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  Spratt's 
Patent  Limited,  a  corporation,  trading  at  Newark,  N.  J.,  alleging  shipment  by 
said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  March  6, 
1923.  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  California,  of  a  quantity 
of  ••Eczema  and  Mange  Remedy  ".  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within 
the  meaning  of  said  act. 
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Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Contents  2%  oz.",  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans 
containing  the  said  article  represented  that  each  of  said  cans  contained  not  less 
than  2y2  ounces  of  the  article;  whereas,  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said  cans 
were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the  packages,  in  that  the  contents 
were  less  than  2y2  ounces  of  the  said  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  "  Eczema 
and  Mange  Remedy",  "  For  the  treatment  of  red  mange,  eczema,  blotch,  sur- 
feit *  *  *"  and  "For  the  treatment  of  *  *  *  (also  for  surfeit  in 
horses.)"  borne  on  the  said  labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason 
of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  would  be  effective  in  the 
treatment  of  all  types  and  varieties  of  eczema  and  mange,  would  be  effective 
in  the  treatment  of  red  mange  and  surfeit,  of  all  types  and  varieties  of  eczema, 
and  of  all  conditions  indicated  by  the  term  "  blotch  ",  and  would  be  effective 
in  the  treatment  of  surfeit  in  horses ;  whereas  it  would  not  be  effective  in  the 
treatment  of  all  types  and  varieties  of  eczema  and  mange,  the  said  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  red  mange 
and  surfeit,  or  of  all  types  and  varieties  of  eczema,  or  of  all  conditions  indi- 
cated by  the  term  "  blotch  ",  and  would  not  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of 
surfeit  in  horses. 

On  September  15,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Howard  M.  Gore, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

975.  Adulteration  and  misbranding1  of  "Dry  Powered  Arsenate  of  Calcium." 

U.  S.  v.  The  Glidden  Co.    Plea  of  guilty.     Fine  $100.     (I.  &  F.  No. 

1253.    Dom.  No.  18100.) 

On  June  6,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court'  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
The  Glidden  Company,  a  corporation,  Reading,  Pa.,  alleging  shipment  by  said 
company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  ar  about  April  7,  1923, 
from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  of  a  quantity 
of  "  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and 
misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  to  wit, 

"Calcium  Arsenate  (not  less  than)  71.0% 

Inert  Ingredients  (not  more  than)  29.0%  * 

Total  Arsenic  (as  metallic)  (not  less  than)  27.3% 

Arsenic  Oxide  (AS205)  (not  less  than)  42.0%" 

borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons  containing  the  said  article,  repre- 
sented that  it's  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  contained  calcium 
arsenae  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  71  per  cent,  contained  total  arsenic, 
expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
27.3  per  cent,  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  42 
per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more 
than  29  per  cent;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below 
the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  con- 
tained calcium  arsenate  in  a  proportion  less  than  71  per  cent,  contained  total 
arsenic  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  less  than 
27.3  per  cent,  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  less  than  42  per  cent 
and  contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  29  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above  quoted  statements 
borne  on  the  said  labels  were  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  calcium 
arsenate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  71  per  cent,  contained  total  arsenic, 
expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
27.3  per  cent,  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  42 
per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than 
29  per  cent ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  contained  calcium  arsenate  in  a 
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proportion  less  than  71  per  cent,  it  contained  total  arsenic,  expressed  as  per 
centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  less  than  27.3  per  cent,  it  con- 
tained arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  less  than  42  per  cent,  and  contained  inert 
ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  29  per  cent. 

On  June  20,  1924,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

Howabd  M.  Gore, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

o 


